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Drawings 

New corrected drawings in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .121 (d) are required in tlnis 
application because none of the blocks in Figs 1 and 3 are labeled, and as such the 
drawings do not aid in understanding the invention. Further, any structural detail that is 
essential for a proper understanding of the disclosed invention should be shown in the 
drawing. MPEP § 608.02(d). The drawing of Fig. 2 is objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a) 
because it fails to show any reference numbers which could be used in the specification 
to properly understand the flow chart illustrated. Applicant is advised to employ the 
services of a competent patent draftsperson outside the Office, as the U.S. Patent and 
Trademark Office no longer prepares new drawings. The corrected drawings are 
required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. The 
requirement for corrected drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Any amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures 
appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being 
amended. The figure or figure number of an amended drawing should not be labeled as 
"amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be 
removed from the replacement sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures must 
be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the brief description of the several 
views of the drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary 
to show the renumbering of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after 
the filing date of an application must be labeled in the top margin as either 
"Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .121 (d). If the changes are 
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not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required 
corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held 
in abeyance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification sliall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. The claim refers to "impact processes" which is not defined. 
Further the claim recites that the impact processes are "taken into consideration in 
determining one of the value for the impact severity of the control unit and the 
predefined threshold value" with no definition of "taken into consideration". 

Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as failing to set 
forth the subject matter which applicant(s) regard as their invention. Evidence that 
claim 14 fail(s) to correspond in scope with that which applicant(s) regard as the 
invention can be found in the specification at paragraph [16] which recites "the absolute 
value of the predefined threshold value is lowered with increasing operating time of the 
safety device". In the claim, applicant has stated "lowering the predefined threshold 
value with an increasing operating time of the safety device." Since the control unit is 
monitoring acceleration, which is negative in the case of an impact, there is significance 
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to the difference between a value and the absolute value and this difference indicates 
that the invention is different from what is defined in the claim(s). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 11-13, 16-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over U.S. Patent No. 6,175,794 to Muraoka (Muraoka) in view of U.S. Patent Pub. No. 

2002/01 69535 to Imai et al. (Imai). Muraoka describes a control unit for an air bag that 

checks its components for failures as well as using the acceleration from a sensor 

measured against a threshold to determine the severity of a crash. An error indication 
is provided to the operator if either a component fails or the severity indicator has 



exceeded a threshold. Imai characterizes impact severity using three sensors to modify 
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the thresholds used in declaring a collision. Imai too reports the failure of sensors as 
well as incorporating the fact of their failure into the collision detection algorithm. 

Regarding independent claim 11, "A method for monitoring a performance 
reliability of at least one of a control unit and at least one sensor of a safety device for 
protecting a vehicle occupant, comprising the steps: 

a) recording a value corresponding to at least one of a negative acceleration, a 
velocity, and a pressure, caused by an impact;" - See Muraoka Fig. 1 , G sensor fed 
through A/D converter for storing in memory. 

"b) deriving a value for an impact severity from the recorded value 

"c) comparing a value for the impact severity to a predefined threshold value; 
and" - Muraoka uses the output from the G sensor as an indication of impact severity 
(col. 3, lines 19-24) and decides whether to ignite the device. Muraoka does not use 
the term threshold, but Imai specifically characterizes the impact severity (see Imai 
Abstract) and selects the threshold to be used in determining a collision based on that 
characterization. (Imai Paragraph 25). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to use the severity levels and multiple 
thresholds of Imai in the detection program incorporated in the CPU of Muraoka to 
improve the reliability of collision detection using prior art elements according to known 
methods that yield predictable results as taught by 

"d) outputting an error-function signal in the event that the value for the impact 
severity exceeds the predefined threshold value, the error-function signal indicating that 
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a proper functioning can no longer be ensured for tlie at least one of the control unit and 
the at least one sensor." - Both Muraoka and Imai activate an error function signal 
(indicator lamp) when the impact severity indicator has exceeded the crash threshold. In 
addition they each have activated that function when the sensor has been reported as 
failing. 

Regarding claim 12, which is dependent on claim 11, further comprising: 
"calculating the value for the impact severity for each of the at least one of the 
control unit and the at least one sensor; and 

comparing each calculated value to a respective predefined threshold value for 
each of the at least one of the control unit and the at least one sensor." - Imai describes 
determining impact severity using two front sensors and a floor sensor as illustrated in 
Fig. 3. The impact severity from the front sensors is termed the mode of the crash and 
determines the thresholds used while the impact severity of the floor sensor as 
determined by the control system is measured against the thresholds. (Paragraphs 33- 
38). 

Regarding claim 13, which is dependent on claim 1 1 , "wherein information from 
a plurality of impact processes is taken into consideration in determining one of the 
value for the impact severity of the control unit and the predefined threshold value 
associated with the value for the impact severity." In Fig. 5 of Imai, the graph shows the 
data obtained from a vehicle at the time of different types of collisions. These collisions 
would have to be from multiple discrete collisions in order to not have compromised 
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results. Therefore the thresholds determined form this data is from multiple impact 
processes. 

Regarding claim 16, which is dependent on claim 1 1, further comprising: 
"implementing a read-out and an analysis of an output error-function signal by at 
least one of the control unit and a service facility testing device." - In Muraoka, the 
indication of the error function is recorded in the EE-PROM (Fig 1, and Fig. 4) which can 
be read out, especially by the Outside CD 5 through the communications port. 

Regarding independent claim 17, A diagnostic device for monitoring a 
performance reliability of at least one of a control unit and at least one sensor of a 
safety device for protecting a vehicle occupant, comprising: 

"an arrangement for coupling to the at least one sensor of the safety device to 
record an impact, the diagnostic device being arranged in a motor vehicle together with 
the control unit and the at least one sensor;" - See Muraoka Fig. 1 , G sensor fed 
through A/D converter for storing in memory. 

"a comparator that provides at least one predefined threshold value for a proper 
functioning of the at least one of the control unit and the at least one sensor, the 
comparator comparing a value for an impact severity derived from the impact to the 
predefined threshold value; and" - Muraoka uses the output from the G sensor as an 
indication of impact severity (col. 3, lines 19-24) and decides whether to ignite the 
device. Muraoka does not use the term threshold, but Imai specifically characterizes 
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the impact severity (see Imai Abstract) and selects the threshold to be used in 
determining a collision based on that characterization. (Imai Paragraph 25). 

"an output device that outputs an error-function signal in the event that the value 
for the impact severity exceeds the at least one predefined threshold value, the error- 
function signal indicating that a future proper functioning is no longer ensured for the at 
least one of the control unit and the at least one sensor." - Both Muraoka and Imai 
activate an error function signal (indicator lamp) when the impact severity indicator has 
exceeded the crash threshold. In addition they each have activated that function when 
the sensor has been reported as failing. 

Regarding claim 18, which is dependent on claim 17, "wherein a functionality of 
the diagnostic device is implemented in the control unit, either entirely or partially." - In 

Muraoka, the functionality of the diagnostic device is implemented in the inside CD 3 
(Fig. 3), while in Imai the severity determining system of Fig. 1 has a block diagram as 
shown in Fig. 3 including the problem detection unit 34. 

Regarding claim 19, which is dependent on claim 17, "wherein, for each one of 
the at least one of the control unit and the at least one sensor, a respective threshold 
value is predefined that is typical for one of the control unit and the at least one sensor." 
- Imai shows in Figs. 4 and 6 the threshold values that are predetermined and saved in 
memory for use in defining a crash. The selection of high map and low map is 
dependent of the front sensor thresholds. 
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Claims 14-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Muraoka/lmai as applied to claim 1 1 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 
6,312,013 to Baur et al. (Baur). Baur is concerned with updating the trigger thresholds 
of safety devices as they age or other conditions affect their condition. 

Regarding claim 14, which is dependent on claim 1 1 , further comprising: 
"lowering the predefined threshold value with an increasing operating time of the safety 
device." - Neither Muraoka nor Imai modifies the threshold values dependent on 
operating time. Baur however, updates the threshold based on length of utilization 
(Baur abstract, col. 2, 37-40). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to incorporate the known technique of modifying the 
threshold into the Muraoka/lmai combination to improve these similar devices in the 
same way Baur improved its sensitivity to collisions. 

Regarding claim 15, which is dependent on claim 1 1 , further comprising: 
determining the predefined threshold value from at least one of a crash test and one of 

calculations and findings derived therefrom. While there are indications that Imai 
derived its thresholds from crash tests and calculations based thereon, (Figs. 4 and 5), 
in Baur it is explicit that the data has been derived from crash tests (Col. 1 lines 46-57, 
col. 2, lines 11-15 and lines 60-66, and col. 5 lines 52-62). 
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Allowable Subject Matter 
Claim 20 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. The following is a statement of reasons for the 
indication of allowable subject matter: None of the cited prior art either teaches or 
implies that a threshold other than the threshold used for triggering a restraining 
arrangement should be used in determining that an impact sensor or control unit of the 
triggering device is not suitable for operation and should be replaced. 



Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. U.S. Patent No. 4,958,851 to Behr et al. for a changing threshold; 
U.S. Patent No. 5,387,819 to Ueno et al. for a sensor incorporating a diagnostic section; 
U.S. Patent No. 5,424,583 to Spies et al. for a triggering device wih variable thresholds; 
U.S. Patent No. 5,749,059 to Walton for a triggering device with on-going diagnostics 
U.S. Patent No. 5,809,439 to Damish for tracking multiple impacts; U.S. Patent Pub. 
No. 2002/0161457 to Hershey et al for estimating the time to failure; and U.S. Patent 
Pub. No. 2008/0137280 to Breed for modifying thresholds because of anticipatory 
sensors. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to LIN B. OLSEN whose telephone number is (571)272- 
9754. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon - Fri, 8:30 -5. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thomas G. Black can be reached on 571-272-6956. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Lin BOIsen/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 3661 



/Thomas G. Black/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3661 



